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In the view of Warrington L.J., no sovereign State must sit
in judgment upon the acts of another foreign State affecting
property within its own territory.
*It is well settled that the validity of the acts of an independent
sovereign Government in relation to property and persons within its
jurisdiction cannot be questioned in the courts of this country.'1
Bankes L.J. found it impossible to ignore the law of Russia,
the lex situs at the time of the decree, under which the seller
had acquired a good title to the goods.2 Scrutton L.J., following
perhaps a more doubtful line of reasoning, argued that, since
the doctrine of immunity would have prevented any investiga-
tion of the Russian sovereign's title had the timber been found
in England in the possession of a Russian official, it followed
that no such investigation was possible where possession had
been given to a private purchaser. 'What the court cannot do
directly, it cannot do indirectly/3
But surely the simple and decisive justification of the deci- The /«?
sion is the rule that a title to movables, valid according to the
lex situs at the time of its acquisition, is recognized by English
law.4 The law of the situs must prevail in such circumstances un-
less the rule of that law under which the title has been acquired
is so immoral or so alien to the principles of justice as under-
stood in England that it must be disregarded as being contrary
to public policy. The Court of Appeal considered this objection,
but found it impossible to regard the nationalization decree as
anything else but the expression of a policy, designed, whether
mistakenly or not, to promote the best interests of Russians.
The question is whether the principle of Luther v. Sagor
applies where the confiscated property, though situated within
the jurisdiction of the confiscating State, belongs to aliens. ^ ***
This was the main issue raised in An^lo-Iranian Oil Co. v. " "*
^ better known as The Rose Mary* where the facts were case of
*^
a«i tnow<? •	The Rose
as louows.
f**" By an agreement made in 1933, the Persian Government 'granted
"  to the plaintiffs the exclusive concession of extracting petroleum from
actions of the Grotius Society, 1 57 et seqq. For the contrary view of such a case
taken in France, see Wortley, Expropriation in Public International Law,
pp. 18-19.
1 [1921] 3 K.B. 532, at pp. 548-9.	2 Ibid., at p. 545.
3	Ibid, at pp. 555-6.
4	See the remarks of Devlin J. in Bank voor Handel en Scheepvaart N.F. v.
Watford, [1953] i Q.B. 248, 260.
* [1953] i W.L.R. 246.

